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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript makes a valuable contribution to the field by introducing two innovative deep learning models—ASBP and SEANet—for cuffless, calibration-free blood pressure estimation using photoplethysmographic signals. These models tackle key challenges in continuous, non-invasive monitoring and pave the way for more practical, affordable wearable health technologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Blood Pressure Prediction Using Deep Learning," is clear and gives a general sense of the paper’s focus. However, it feels a bit too broad and doesn’t fully highlight the work—specifically, the development of two new models (ASBP and SEANet) and the focus on cuffless, continuous blood pressure estimation using PPG signals. A more specific title could better capture the novelty and help the paper stand out to readers in the field.
"Deep Learning-Based Cuffless Blood Pressure Monitoring Using Photoplethysmography: A Dual-Model Approach"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract effectively communicates the focus and contributions of the paper, including the introduction of two novel models (ASBP and SEANet), the use of a publicly available dataset, relevant evaluation metrics, and a comparison with existing approaches. It gives readers a solid overview of what to expect. The abstract could be improved in performance metrics such as exact MAE and MAPE values, would strengthen the impact of the results and allow readers to better gauge model effectiveness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper presents two novel deep learning models for blood pressure estimation—ASBP, which uses a VGG-16 encoder-decoder architecture, and SEANet, which employs causal dilated convolutions. These models are thoughtfully designed and represent a meaningful contribution to the field. Additionally, the inclusion of a structured comparison across 20 prior studies adds significant value, offering readers a clear view of where this work stands in relation to existing research.

Recommendations:

To improve the paper, the authors should clearly explain how ASBP and SEANet go beyond existing methods. It would help to say if these models are more accurate, faster, or do not need calibration. Giving specific performance results would make their benefits easier to understand.

Also, if the models can work in real time or use simple hardware, this should be clearly stated. Highlighting these points would show their value for real-world use, especially in clinics or wearable devices.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient, but inconsistencies appear in citation styles (some APA-like, others IEEE), Ensure uniformity in author formatting, journal names, and DOIs.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	English quality of an article is suitable for scholarly communications but improve clarity in some dense technical paragraphs, possibly with bullet-pointed summaries or diagrams.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript introduces two innovative deep learning models—ASBP and SEANet—for estimating blood pressure, backed by a solid methodology and thoughtful comparison with existing approaches. The abstract is clear and informative, though it could more clearly highlight clinical relevance and key performance metrics. Overall, the paper is well-organized and readable, though a few technical sections might benefit from simplification. With some minor refinements, this work shows strong promise for publication in journal.
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